
 Minutes 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 May 5, 1988 
 
 
Present: Joan Bannister, Ellen Berscheid, Mark Brenner, Charles Campbell, Shirley Clark, 

Richard Goldstein, Bill Kukowski, Lynnette Mullins, M. Kathleen Price, Michael 
Rodriguez, W. Phillips Shively (chair), Carrie Simenson, Matthew Traxler, Mark 
Umland, James VanAlstine, Bruce Vandal 

 
Guests: Committee on Committees:  Kelly Alto, Bert Ahern, Sheila Corcoran,  Bob Johnson, 

Charlotte MacLeod, Doug Pratt, Tom Scott  
 
  New SCC members:  Alfredo Castellano, Tim Erickson, Eric Huang,  J. Bruce Overmier, 

Jim Schoon, Nancy Surprenant 
 
  Others:  Monika Bauerlein (Daily), Roger Benjamin, John Bradford, Gwain Davis, John 

Fossum, Gayle Grika (Footnote), Judy Grew, Martha Kvanbeck, June Perkins, Richard 
Sauer, Maureen Smith (Brief), Marilee Ward 

 
 
1.   Changes in Responsibility and Membership, Assembly Committee on Intercollegiate 

Athletics      (Twin Cities Assembly Steering Committee business only) 
 
 Professor Shively welcomed Professor Deon Stuthman, Chair, ACIA, to discuss the proposed 
changes in the charge and membership of the Committee on Intercollegiate Athletics.  Professor 
Stuthman asked that in the review of the proposed changes, the question of membership not obscure the 
more fundamental changes (such as delegation by the Assembly of policy-making authority to the 
Committee, with veto power reserved to the Assembly).   
 
 On the matter of membership, Professor Shively noted that there were several recommendations 
on the table.  ACIA was recommending a faculty/student/alumni/civil service ratio of 9-3-3-1.  A 
meeting of committee chairs several weeks earlier had recommended 8-3-3-0.  The Committee on 
Committees had voted in favor of 8-3-2-1.  In all instances, there were two goals being sought:  
reduction in voting membership from the present 18 and an attempt to preserve a clear faculty majority 
(as required by the Big Ten Conference).   
 
 Also a question was the (non-voting) ex-officio membership.  At present there are four such ex-
officio members:  the two athletic directors and representatives from the offices of the vice presidents 
for Finance and Student Affairs.  ACIA recommended deleting the Finance vice president's 
representation and substituting the Assistant Director of Athletics for Academic Counseling.  The 
Committee on Committees had recommended eliminating all vice presidential representation but had 
agreed with the addition of the Assistant Director and had also suggested that one of the three (present) 
alumni members be made non-voting. 
 
 After considerable discussion, SCC voted to support the Committee on Committees' 
recommendation on categories and numbers of membership:  8-3-2-1.  It also voted to approve the 
elimination of the Finance vice president's membership, the addition of the Assistant Director, and the 
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removal of one alumni member from voting to ex-officio non-voting membership (and accepted the 
Committee on Committees recommendation that the alumni members determine each year which of the 
two would be given a vote.  SCC voted that the central administrative officer with responsibility for 
intercollegiate athletics (Student Affairs) retain representation on ACIA. 
 
 Other responses to the recommendations from ACIA were these: 
 
 -- SCC approved the reduction (from 4 to 2) in the number of complimentary tickets to 

athletic events that each ACIA member would receive during service on the committee. 
 -- SCC voted to recommend against a three-year term for the chair of the committee, 

recognizing that any committee chair can be reappointed. 
 -- SCC took no action on a language change noting that committee members could be 

appointed for a second three-year term (because this is already permissible under the 
rules of the Assembly). 

 -- SCC voted to recommend delaying action on the recommendation of the provision of 
staff support to ACIA (by the central administration) until the review of staff support for 
all Assembly and Senate committees could be completed. 

 
 SCC voted to forward all of the ACIA recommendations to the Assembly along with its own 
recommendations. 
 
 [Subsequent to the SCC meeting, it was determined that the recommendations prepared by ACIA 
were not collected and written in such a way that they could be prepared and presented in time for the 
printing of the Assembly docket.  As a consequence, only the membership changes will be presented 
this spring; the others will appear on the docket of the first Assembly meeting in fall, 1988.] 
 
2.   Reports of the Chairs 
 
 Mr. Vandal reported that SSCC had discussed membership on the presidential search advisory 
committee and the question of ROTC policy conflicting with the University's EEO statement concerning 
affectional preference.  On the latter, he said he had been unable to talk with central administrators.  He 
also informed the Committee that the report on grievance procedures was complete; Professor Shively 
said he would make sure that all Committee members received copies.  Mr. Vandal also introduced the 
new SSCC members (for 1988-89). 
 
 Professor Clark reviewed the agenda for the SFC meeting which would follow immediately after 
SCC.   
 
 Professor Shively reported that FCC had also been working on membership on the presidential 
search advisory committee, that he has been meeting with Regents' Chair David Lebedoff about the role 
of the advisory committee, and that FCC has had difficulties finding a nominee to serve as vice-chair of 
the Senate. 
 
3.   Restructuring the Assembly and Senate Committees 
 
 Professor Shively welcomed Professor John Fossum, chair of the Business and Rules Committee; 
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he also welcomed the members of the Committee on Committees and thanked them for agreeing to join 
SCC for its meeting. 
 
 Professor Sheila Corcoran, chair of the Committee on Committees, informed SCC that the 
Committee on Committees (hereinafter C on C) generally supported the proposal to reduce by 50% or 
more the number of Senate and Assembly committees.  One concern was the enormous amount of work 
that the Senate Committee on Educational Policy might have to take on; another was the elimination of 
the distinction between the Senate and the Assembly.  Professor Fossum reported that Business and 
Rules agreed with the C on C in its support for the dramatic reduction and consolidation in the number 
of committees.   
 
 Members of both committees reviewed the merits of retaining or eliminating the distinction 
between the Senate and Assembly.  One concern was that coordinate campus members would have to 
put up with a lot of Twin Cities business; others thought both would benefit.  Another concern was that 
the maintenance of two separate bodies, when the Assembly usually had very little business, was more 
complicated than necessary; others thought preservation would honor the division of business between 
University and Twin Cities campus.  Professor Corcoran said that the C on C did not favor abolishing 
the distinction but did not like things the way they were, either.  SCC voted to recommend preserving 
the distinction but to ask the implementation group (which would be set up if the Senate and Assembly 
approve the motion to begin work on the details of a change) to try to find ways to simplify the conduct 
of business. 
 
 In response to several concerns about the reduction in committees, Professor Pratt (who serves on 
C on C and on the ad hoc group which formulated the recommendation) reminded the two committees 
that this change was not intended to lessen participation in governance.  To the contrary, it was intended 
to respond to problems in the structure that have evolved, to respond to the cynicism bred by service on 
committees which have little work and an unclear charge, and that it was intended to make committee 
membership more important because people would have a real role that would have an impact on the 
University.  He observed that it has been far easier to form committees than it has been to disband them, 
and that the idea arose from problems the C on C has had as well as the difficulties of the Facilitative 
Committee (bringing 40+ committee chairs together has meant each one gets 5 minutes to talk about 
business and it takes 3-4 hours to do).   Professor Berscheid added that the external reviewers had seen a 
need for fewer and stronger committees which would have more influence; the faculty were concerned 
because there was too much work and too little efficiency. 
 
 Professor Shively also pointed out that the elimination of committees with overlapping or vague 
missions and the elimination of duplication of Senate and Assembly committees would do much to 
streamline the process.  One benefit would be that on those many issues which fall in a gray area, where 
it is not clear if they are exclusively Twin Cities matters or all-University, all campuses would have a 
say.  Moreover, even on those issues which are Twin Cities, many have implications for the coordinate 
campuses; all campuses and committee members benefit from the discussions.  Committees could carry 
on their business much as SCC does; some issues concern only the Twin Cities but coordinate campus 
members sit through and participate in the discussions.  Professor Ahern (interim chair of C on C winter 
quarter) agreed, observing that usually there were not separate chairs for Senate and Assembly 
committees and that agendas were usually arranged without problems. 
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 Professor Scott (a member of C on C and of the ad hoc group which prepared the proposal) urged 
that participation and numbers not be confused.  There are long lists of committee members, but that is 
not important; what is to be accomplished is an improvement in the effectiveness of participation.  This 
proposal is not a total revision of the Senate; the aim is to consolidate committees in an attempt to 
increase the odds of effective participation.  It will solve some problems, but not all of them.  The idea 
is to do the job, to get it done, without a constitutional convention.  He firmly rejected the notion that 
there was a need for a 3-year study to revise the committees (and observed emphatically that he and 
most others would have no interest in participating in such a study).  Further, Professor Pratt observed, 
this proposal is not a restructuring, it is a pruning, an attempt to make the existing structure more 
efficient.  A final plan can be presented to the Senate in six months; if they want it, they can have it.  If 
they don't they don't have to take it.  He agreed that nobody wanted a 3-year study. 
 
 In response to a concern expressed by the chair of the Animal Care committee, SCC seemed in 
general agreement that any implementation group should look at whether a committee should be in the 
governance structure (as opposed to an administrative or University committee of some sort).  The 
workload, especially vis-a-vis federal regulations, was extremely burdensome; it was the view of SCC 
members that policy-making responsibility could perhaps be consolidated in one committee but that 
regulatory and administrative duties shifted to a more appropriate office.  One caution, however, was 
that neither the work nor the policies be shunted off to some "administrative never-never land." 
 
 Several student members of SCC wondered if the creation of ad hoc subcommittees and the 
general reduction in committee memberships would not make it hard to find student members.  A 
student member of the C on C pointed out that it was now hard to find members because many students 
saw membership as time not well spent; it might still be hard, but there would be fewer slots, which 
could be filled with more dedicated committee members. 
 
 There was extended discussion, at various points, about the details of the plan for consolidation.  
Professor Berscheid suggested that SCC not get bogged down in details and just let the Senate vote on 
the whole idea to reduce the numbers of committees.  The C on C needed to have the go-ahead to 
prepare a detailed plan.  In response to a suggestion that the plan developed be reported for information, 
Professor Berscheid vigorously dissented.  The Committee on Committees had done its work and it was 
time to find out what the Senate wanted.  If it did not want the changes, there was no sense in spending 
any more time or money on changing a "byzantine, unwieldy, impotent structure."   Mr. Traxler agreed 
that SCC should not get bogged down in details and that they needed to find out if SCC was committed 
to it. 
 
 Professor Shively suggested, and the Committee agreed, that SCC would not defer a vote, that the 
C on C proposal would be the starting point but that the Senate and Assembly would have any changes 
pointed out to them next fall and that they would not be bound by the details, and that SCC and C on C 
would jointly appoint an implementation working group to develop a detailed proposal for presentation 
to the Senate and Assembly next fall.  Professor Clark also urged that the C on C plan go forward; the 
Senate needs to have some idea of what the plan would look like, rather than be asked to vote on the 
idea "in principle."  
 
 Professor Goldstein inquired if C on C had looked at the quantitative changes in the number of 
faculty/students/staff on the committees and if the reductions would mean fewer faculty to do the same 
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amount of work.  On the first point, Professor Pratt said there were no firm numbers because a 
committee could appoint standing or ad hoc committees, members of which would not all come from 
the parent committee.  A related concern, he said, was with the need for increased staff support and 
release time for chairs of the major committees.  Further, although membership might require more 
time, the objective was to make the functions more important (like SCC) and the hope was to find 
dedicated leadership which, combined with the new duties, would mean a more substantial effect on the 
operation of the University. 
 
 SCC voted 10-l to forward the restructuring plan to the Senate.  Three members of the Committee 
abstained. 
 
4.   Rule on Committee Attendance 
 
 The Committee voted unanimously to forward to the Senate and Assembly a rule change which 
would declare that all committee members who fail to attend three consecutive meetings are removed 
from the committee.  This change expands the present rule governing student attendance to all members 
of committees. 
 
5.   Discussion with President Sauer 
 
 Professor Shively welcomed President Sauer to the meeting.   
 
 The President reported to the Committee on the status of the two vice presidential searches:  The 
Vice President for Finance search committee has been appointed and a search firm has been retained.  
For the Vice President and General Counsel, the search has not yet begun.  The University of Michigan 
had difficulty hiring an individual into this position when they did not have a permanent president; 
President Sauer said Minnesota would probably encounter the same problem.  Since the legal problems 
are not as compelling as the fiscal ones, he will suggest appointment of an acting vice president and let 
the new president conduct the search. 
 
 Committee members raised with the President and the Provost the problem of the closing of 
Wilson Library; the important point, they said, is not the hours of the library, it is the lack of adequate 
quality study space, particularly on the West Bank.  The Provost and President agreed to look further 
into the problem. 
 
 Another matter of concern is the status of the Faculty of the Arts, Sciences, and Engineering 
(FASE).  Professor Shively told the President that one concern is that FASE is grinding to a halt; 
another concern is that it is going forward in a form that some do not like; some believe that it is being 
driven by the CLA model or view of undergraduate education.  Provost Benjamin responded that the 
proposal is going forward, it is a cornerstone of Academic Priorities, and that docket materials on FASE 
have been sent to the Regents.  The academic vice presidents have been working the past several weeks 
with the deans in an attempt to achieve as much consensus as possible.  The recommendation will 
include a Vice Provost, an improved span of control, movement toward a single point of entry, and the 
restoration of coherence to the arts and sciences.  The FASE will be minimal in organization and 
structural centralization, preserving the decentralized structure that now exists.  The Vice Provost will 
be expected to establish a council of deans, which will put together task forces on the curricula.  It will, 
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he said, be a lot of work that will certainly not be completed by July 1.  FASE, he noted, will not dump 
IT into CLA. 
 
 Other points the Provost made: 
 
 -- Other colleges beyond those in FASE will participate in the decisions about curricula 
 
 -- The administration is sticking with the recommendation to split CLA, but only in 

principle at this point; the split will come when the money is available, and not during 
FY89.  One committee member noted that there is a potential problem of the college 
being too long in limbo. 

 
 -- The various reports that will be forthcoming (the Spencer committee, the audit of 

Physical Plant) will be completed in time for the legislative session.   
 
 -- He (and the President) were as surprised as the Committee that there had been a 

commitment to a $4 million match for the Art Museum.  There will be a meeting to 
decide whether or not that commitment will be kept. 

 
 On tuition, the President said he had recommended an across the board increase but, unlike most 
recommendations he makes, this is not one made with firm conviction; there are good arguments both 
for an across the board increase as well as for continuing to move to cost-related increases.  If the Board 
of Regents feels differently, he does not object.  Neither increase solves the problems of the high-cost 
professional schools. 
 
 On reserves, the President reviewed the situation and said the administration would be proposing 
that $40 million be kept for emergencies.  Also, the president should have $1 million in discretionary 
funds (Academic Affairs should have discretionary reserves also), with Regents' approval required in 
advance for any expenditure in excess of $100,000.  All expenditures from the reserves would be 
reported monthly to the Board. 
 
 The Provost, asked about the EEO policies of the University with respect to ROTC, suggested 
that he set up a meeting with students and ROTC people to examine the issues. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 3:00. 
 
    --Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


